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ABSTRACT
Although religious teachings typically recommend prosocial behavior, religiosity
is reliably linked to prejudice. This paradoxical relationship raises the question: what is it
about religion that might lead to prejudice despite religion’s apparent drive for
prosociality? The answer may lie with religious fundamentalism, a particularly rigid way
of holding one’s religious beliefs as the single deepest and most certain source of truth.
We propose that religious fundamentalism mediates the relationship between religiosity
and prejudice. We also seek to explore the influence of three facets of inflexible thinking
(belief rigidity, dualism, and inviolacy) on the relationship between religious
fundamentalism and prejudice.
We looked specifically at prejudice against Muslims in a Christian sample for
several reasons: 1) Christians see Muslims as a value-violating outgroup and previous
research has linked Christian religious fundamentalism to anti-Muslim prejudice, 2)
prejudice against Muslims in the U.S. is common, and 3) anti-Muslim prejudice in the
U.S. is not as stigmatized as many other forms of prejudice, making it easier to measure
directly.
To test this mediation, we used an online survey of an all-Christian sample
(n=195) of American college students collected at the University of Maine. Participants
completed multiple measures of religiosity, prejudice against Muslims, and religious
fundamentalism, as well as measures of belief rigidity, dualism, and inviolacy. Mediation
analyses showed that religiosity is linked to prejudice only through the mechanism of
religious fundamentalism, and that dualism and belief rigidity may be useful in further
explaining the link between religious fundamentalism and prejudice.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Chapter I: Introduction
Religiosity, Prosocial Behavior, and Prejudice
Religiosity and Muslim Prejudice
Religious Fundamentalism
Religious Fundamentalism and Prejudice
Current Study
Chapter II: Methods
Participants
Materials and Procedures
Chapter III: Results
Chapter IV: Discussion
Conclusion
References
Appendices
Appendix A: Informed Consent Form
Appendix B: Measures
Appendix C: Full Statistical Outputs
Appendix D: IRB Approval
Author’ Biography

iii

1
1
3
5
8
9
11
11
11
15
27
29
30
33
34
36
37
38
39

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1: Indirect effect of religiosity on prejudice through religious fundamentalism
(CSES, RF Scale, RAQ).
Figure 2: Indirect effect of religiosity on prejudice through religious fundamentalism
(religious importance, RSS-TTT, Islamophobia).
Figure 3: Indirect effect of religious fundamentalism on prejudice through dualism (RF
Scale, Dualism, Cultural Competence).

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1: Descriptive statistics and correlations.
Table 2: Effect of RF on the religion-prejudice link.
Table 3: Effect of mediating variables on the RF-prejudice link.

iv

INTRODUCTION
Most major religions are based on a message of prosociality. Jews and Christians
are commanded “thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself” (Leviticus 19:18 & Mathew
22:39), Muslims are directed to “be good to the parents and to the near of kin and the
orphans and the needy and the neighbor of (your) kin and the alien neighbor, and the
companion in a journey and the wayfarer and those whom your right hands possess
[slaves]” (Qur’an 4:36), and Hindus told to “do not unto others that which would cause
you pain if done to you.” (Mahabharata 5:1517). The Golden Rule holds across religious
traditions. However, research has consistently linked religiosity to some forms of
prejudice (Brandt & Reyna, 2013; Hall, Matz, & Wood, 2009; Hill, Cohen, Terrell, &
Nagoshi, 2010; Laythe, Finkel, & Kirkpatrick, 2001; Rowatt, Shen, LaBouff, &
Gonzalez, 2013; Saucier & Cawman, 2004). This paradoxical relationship raises the
question: what is it about religiosity that might lead to prejudice even though most
religions recommend prosociality?

Religiosity, Prosocial Behavior, and Prejudice
The relationship between religion and prosocial behavior depends heavily on
context. Although some studies have found links between religiosity and prosociality, the
scope of such behavior is limited and the motivations for doing so are often egoistic
rather than altruistic (Galen, 2012a; Galen, 2012b; Norenzayan & Shariff, 2008;
Saroglou, 2012). Specifically, Saroglou (2012) concluded that the literature points
towards the existence of a relationship between religiosity and prosocial behavior, but
that this link is not universal; rather, it only holds true when the recipients are proximal or
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members of the ingroup. This is to say that religiosity is associated with helping people
who are nearby and people who share one’s religion, but not so much anyone else. A
2015 meta-analysis of religious priming studies (Shariff et al., 2015) found similar
results, generally concluding that religious primes do indeed produce prosocial behavior,
but that this likely only occurs when it benefits ingroup members and that the religious
primes themselves may be ineffective on nonreligious participants. Based on this
evidence, it seems likely that religiosity produces prosocial behavior conditionally, only
when the beneficiaries are members of the religious ingroup.
If religiously-motivated prosocial behavior is susceptible to intergroup biases,
then antisocial behaviors like prejudice and discrimination may also be linked to
religiosity. These prejudices can be divided into two main categories: culturally-defined
outgroups (typically racial) and moral outgroups which we call value-violating. Johnson,
Rowatt, and LaBouff (2010) examined the effects of Christian religiosity on attitudes
towards African-Americans; they focused on these two groups because Christianity is the
dominant religion in the U.S. and African-Americans are often the target of
discrimination in the U.S.. They found that priming participants with religious words
resulted in both greater overt racism and greater covert racism towards AfricanAmericans than priming participants with neutral words, and that this effect occurred
even when controlling for participants’ indicated levels of religiosity and spirituality.
These findings are in line with the theory that religiosity promotes protection of the
ingroup (Johnson, Rowatt, & LaBouff, 2012; Preston, Ritter, & Hernandez, 2010); that is,
promoting prosocial behavior only when it benefits that ingroup and promoting more
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negative attitudes towards outgroups, even when those outgroups are culturally instead of
religiously defined.
Johnson, Rowatt, and LaBouff (2012) further investigated the relationship
between religiosity and prejudice against value-violating outgroups, specifically
examining the relationship between Christian religiosity and prejudice against Muslims,
atheists, and gay men. They found that higher ratings of personal religiosity and
spirituality were related to greater intergroup bias (i.e., larger differences in warmth
toward Christians versus towards members of those outgroups) with the greatest average
difference when the target was an atheist. They also found that participants primed with
religious words showed higher levels of intergroup bias as compared to those primed
with neutral words regardless of personal religiosity, and that this change was driven by
both ingroup favoritism (warmer attitudes toward Christians) and outgroup derogation
(colder attitudes towards Muslims, atheists, and gay men). This means that Christians
tend to be prejudiced against members of groups perceived as violating Christian values,
and that even in nonreligious individuals, activation of religious concepts can lead to both
favoritism for the ingroup and prejudice against those value-violating outgroups.
Essentially, research shows that while religiosity can predict prosociality when it
benefits the religious ingroup, it leads people to show favoritism to that same religious
ingroup and become prejudiced against those they perceive as outgroups as defined by
both cultural and religious contexts.
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Religiosity and Muslim Prejudice
Prejudice against Muslims is very common in the United States. In 2017, a Pew
research survey (Pew Research, 2017) found that 48% of American Muslims had
experienced discrimination at least once within the previous 12 months and 50% felt that
being a Muslim in the U.S. had gotten more difficult in recent years. It’s also dangerous:
according to the FBI, 13.2% of the 1,715 anti-religious hate crimes in 2019 targeted
Muslims (Uniform Crime Reports, 2019). That makes Muslims the second-most-targeted
religious group in the U.S. after Jewish people. From a mental health perspective, higher
levels of perceived discrimination are associated with more severe symptoms of major
depression and generalized anxiety disorder, especially when strongly identifying as
Muslim-American (Lowe, Tineo, & Young, 2018). Together, these findings suggest that
prejudice against Muslims is a pervasive issue in the United States with serious
consequences.
Prejudice against Muslims has often been linked to Christian religious belief. Jung
(2011) found that Christian religious belief predicted lower levels of respect for Islam as
compared to non-Christians. This relationship held across evangelical, Protestant, and
Catholic denominational lines, although it was strongest for evangelical Protestants.
Similarly, Muslims were one of three groups examined in Johnson, Rowatt, and
LaBouff (2012), a study investigating the relationship between Christian religiosity and
attitudes towards the value-violating outgroups of atheists, gay men, and Muslims. As
discussed earlier, the researchers found that higher levels of Christian religiosity were
related to negative attitudes toward Muslims (as compared to Christians), and that
religious primes led to greater negative attitudes toward Muslims (again, as compared to
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Christians) even when controlling for individual religiosity. This change was driven by
increases in both favoritism toward Christians and derogation toward Muslims.
Additionally, Rowatt, Franklin, and Cotton (2005) found that people with higher
levels of Christian Orthodoxy (a measure of religiosity indicating agreement with
Christian teachings such as “Jesus Christ was the divine Son of God”; Hunsberger, 1989)
were more likely to display both negative attitudes toward Muslims and positive attitudes
toward Christians in Implicit Association Tests (IATs). Together, these findings show
that higher levels of Christian religiosity are reliably linked to greater prejudice against
Muslims.
However, the relationship between Christian religiosity and anti-Muslim
prejudice is not as simple as it appears at first glance. Christian religious belief may not
lead directly to prejudice against Muslims. Rather, existing research (Johnson et al. 2011;
Johnson, Rowatt, & LaBouff 2010) suggests that the relationship between Christian
religiosity and prejudice may be mediated by another construct: religious fundamentalism
(RF).

Religious Fundamentalism
RF can be conceptualized as a particularly rigid way of holding religious beliefs;
in essence, that there is one complete, universal truth, and that you have it. It was first
measured from a social psychological perspective in Altemeyer and Hunsberger (1992).
The researchers produced a definition for the construct and a scale to measure it,
intending for both to apply to a variety of religions rather than exclusively to Christianity.
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Their initial 20-item scale would later be pared down to 12 (Altemeyer & Hunsberger,
2004), but the essential definition for this type of belief remained the same:
that there is one set of religious teachings that clearly contains the fundamental,
basic, intrinsic, essential, inerrant truth about humanity and deity; that this
essential truth is fundamentally opposed by forces of evil which must be
vigorously fought; that this truth must be followed today according to the
fundamental, unchangeable practices of the past; and that those who believe and
follow these fundamental teachings have a special relationship with the deity.
(Altemeyer and Hunsberger, 1992: 118).
According to the RF Scale, RF means believing your religion is the sole, complete
source of truth in the world and militantly defending it. This type of belief is measured in
terms of participants’ agreement ratings with statements like “God has given humanity a
complete, unfailing guide to happiness and salvation, which must be totally followed” or
“when you get right down to it, there are basically only two kinds of people in the world:
the Righteous, who will be rewarded by God; and the rest, who will not” (Altemeyer &
Hunsberger, 2004).
For these early studies, Altemeyer and Hunsberger conceptualized RF as a
religious variant of Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA; Altemeyer & Hunsberger,
1992). They described RWA as a construct made up of three distinct parts: authoritarian
conventionalism, authoritarian submission, and authoritarian aggression.
Conventionalism is believing that everyone should conform to social conventions;
submission is believing that everyone should obey legitimate authorities; and aggression
is condoning the use of hostile actions against those who fail to conform to social
conventions or who disobey authorities (Rowatt, Shen, LaBouff, & Gonzalez, 2013). The
RWA scale asks participants to rate their agreement with statements like “gays and
lesbians are just as healthy and moral as anybody else” (reverse-scored) and “what our
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country really needs is a strong, determined leader who will crush evil, and take us back
to our true path” (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992). In this early conceptualization, RF
was simply a manifestation of RWA in which the authority was religious.
This approach was developed in and fits well with the context of U.S.-based
evangelical Protestantism. Similarities are certainly present: much like RF, RWA is
characterized by a rigid adherence to the “right” way of living and a belief in punishment
for those who do not conform. However, RF as a psychological construct may extend
beyond a religious form of RWA when examined across religious and cultural contexts.
One alternative way of measuring RF focuses on the use of a religious text as the
fundamental source of truth; this is the case with the Truth of Texts and Teachings (TTT)
subscale of the Religious Schema Scale (RSS; Streib, Hood, & Klein, 2010). The RSS
was designed to evaluate religious styles by measuring related schemata and it assesses
three constructs: Truth of Texts and Teachings (TTT), Fairness, Tolerance, and Rational
Choice (FTR), and Xenosophia. Although the other two constructs fall outside the scope
of this study, TTT can be explained as the idea that one’s religious text is entirely inerrant
and above any challenge, exemplified by statements like “what the texts and stories of
my religion tell me is absolutely true and must not be changed” (Streib, Hood, & Klein,
2010). The authors of the RSS argue that “strong belief in the truth of sacred texts and
traditional teachings constitutes a main—if not the core—element of a fundamentalist
religious style” (Streib, Hood, & Klein, 2010). Essentially, where the RF scale
emphasizes the importance of tradition and defense of one’s religion in addition to the
infallibility of the teachings themselves, this conceptualization of RF considers
intratextuality to be the key feature of RF; that is, an inflexible focus on only the contents
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of the religious text with no consideration of outside sources. That said, TTT is strongly
correlated with both the RF scale and with RWA (Streib, Hood, & Klein, 2010).
However, examination of these three conceptualizations of fundamentalism - the
RF scale, religious RWA, and TTT - has remained largely restricted to the context of
U.S. evangelical Christianity. Thus, the question remains of how to define RF in such a
way that it can be successfully applied across cultural and religious contexts. More
recently, Saroglou et al. (2020) explored this question as one of its two main areas of
investigation in a massive international study assessing seven religious cultures. The
researchers examined not only whether RF can indeed be measured as a single construct
across religious contexts, but also what underlying ways of thinking might contribute to
RF; that is, they acquired research support to better outline the sometimes murky
definition of RF.
Out of the constructs they examined, the researchers found support for RF as
consisting of dogmatic belief (closed-minded persistence in a certain belief system) and
moral rigorism (a focus on personal and societal purity as prescribed by one’s religion),
sometimes with the addition of strong groupness (high importance of religious identity
and submission to religious authority). They also determined that RF was predicted by
authoritarianism and by religiosity, as well as by low existential quest (an unwillingness
to doubt and explore ideas that may change one’s beliefs). Essentially, they concluded
that fundamentalism “integrates religious authoritarianism and religious dogmatism,” i.e.,
both militant conformity to religious values and an inflexible, persistent belief in the
religion’s teachings even in the face of contrary evidence.
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They also concluded that, yes, RF had a consistent presentation across all seven
religious cultures measured (secular Christian, Catholic, Protestant, Greek Orthodox,
Jewish, Muslim, and Buddhist/Tao). In essence, one’s religious tradition does not change
the basic character of RF. There are not only Protestant fundamentalists, but also
Catholic, Jewish, and even Buddhist fundamentalists who display the same hallmark
features: a rigid, persistent belief that their religious tradition holds the unadulterated
truth regardless of what other sources say.
Together, these findings suggest that highly religious believers with high levels of
dogmatism and authoritarianism and low levels of existential quest will tend to be
religious fundamentalists, that RF is characterized by a dogmatic and authoritarian
cognitive style centered on one’s religion, and that this presentation is consistent
regardless of one’s religious tradition. This initial investigation across cultures laid a
strong foundation from which researchers can more thoroughly investigate the cognitive
features that underly fundamentalist thinking.

Religious Fundamentalism and Prejudice
RF is a promising option for explaining the mechanism by which religiosity
influences prejudice. Johnson et al. (2011) examined the role of RWA and RF in the
relationship between religiosity and prejudice against both African-Americans and
homosexuals. They found that RWA aggression was the only mediator of the link
between religiosity and African-American prejudice, and that the relationship between
religiosity and homosexual prejudice was fully mediated by the combined influences of
RWA aggression, RWA submission, and RF (explaining 5.5%, 3.5%, and 35% of the
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variance, respectively; Johnson, Rowatt, Barnard-Brak, Patock-Peckham, LaBouff, &
Carlisle, 2011). This not only confirms the link between religiosity and some forms of
prejudice, but suggests that RF may play a significant mediating role in that relationship.
Other studies have linked RF not only to homophobia (Laythe, Finkel, & Kirkpatrick,
2001; Saucier & Cawman, 2004), but also to sexism (Hill, Cohen, Terrell, & Nagoshi,
2010; Rowatt, Shen, LaBouff, & Gonzalez, 2013) and tentatively to African-American
racism (Brandt & Reyna, 2013; Hall, Matz, & Wood, 2009).
In a study of the relationships between RF, RWA, and racial prejudice, Johnson
et. al (2012) found that RF was associated with prejudice against both Arabs and AfricanAmericans and that RWA mediated that relationship (Johnson, LaBouff, Rowatt, PatockPeckham, & Carlisle, 2012). This suggests a link between RF and prejudice specifically
against Arabs, and Arab-Americans are often assumed to be Muslims. (Samari, 2016).
Together, these conclusions create a basis for the current study where we will examine
whether RF mediates the relationship between religiosity and prejudice against Muslims.

Current Study
In this study, we seek to confirm the link between Christian religiosity and
prejudice against Muslims, as well as to examine the role of RF in explaining that link.
We will be using multiple measures for each of our three variables of interest religiosity, RF, and prejudice - in order to better determine the reality of these links.
We also plan to conduct exploratory analyses of variables related to those
discussed earlier in Saroglou et al. (2020), which found support for RF consisting of
dogmatic belief, moral rigorism, and strong groupness. Similar studies have found
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cognitive features to be partial mediators of the relationship between RF and prejudice
against homosexuals (e.g., need for closure in Brandt & Reyna, 2010; need for cognition
in Hill et al., 2010). We will use the Altemeyer Dogmatism Scale (Altemeyer, 2002) to
measure belief rigidity (an unwillingness to change what one thinks), and our own
measures of dualism (the idea that there are only two fundamentally opposed sides) and
inviolacy (the idea that if any part of a belief system is incorrect, that entire system is
valueless) in order to examine further which specific facets of RF might be most strongly
associated with intergroup bias.
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METHODS
Participants
232 students from UMaine took an online Qualtrics survey accessed through the
SONA research participation website which measured various constructs. Participants
were recruited from Introductory Psychology classes through an advertisement on SONA
which included a description of the study and timeslots for participation. Only Christian
participants over the age of 18 (as determined by a prescreening survey) could view and
sign up for the study. After cleaning incomplete responses and removing non-Christian
participants which had slipped through, we analyzed a sample of 195 participants. 47.4%
of the remaining sample identified as female, 52.1% as male, and .5% as genderqueer.
The sample had an average age of 18.96 with a standard deviation of 1.38 years.
Religiously, the sample was 33.3% Protestant, 64.6% Catholic, 1% Latter-Day
Saint, and 1% Unitarian. Several participants who selected “other” but specified a
Protestant denomination were coded as Protestant. Politically, the sample leaned slightly
liberal (M=3.90 and SD=1.545 on a scale of 1=Extremely Conservative to 7=Extremely
Liberal). The sample was overwhelmingly white (88.1% white, 6% Black, 1.5% Native
American, 2.5% Asian/Pacific Islander, 3.5% Hispanic, and 1.5% “other”) and had an
average SES rating of 4.56 with a standard deviation of 1.544 on a 1-10 subjective status
scale.

Materials and Procedure
Participants were linked to a Qualtrics survey and presented with the informed
consent form (Appendix A). The survey took roughly 30 minutes to complete.
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Participants were measured on a variety of constructs, but for the purpose of this study
we are interested specifically in measures of religiosity, RF, prejudice, and several
possible mediating constructs (dualism, inviolacy, and belief rigidity), as well as in
demographic information. Full measures can be found in Appendix B.
We assessed religiosity in terms of religious self-concept, religious certainty,
religious importance, and religious identity. Religious self-concept was measured using
an adaptation of the Importance to Identity subscale of Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992)
Collective Self-Esteem Scale. Participants were asked to rate their agreement on a 7-point
Likert scale with statements relating to the importance of religion to one’s identity. Items
included “the religion I belong to is an important reflection of who I am” and “in
general, belonging to my religion is an important part of my self-image.” Religious
certainty and religious importance were each measured using single-item thermometer
measures asking participants to rate the importance of religion to their identity or their
certainty in their beliefs, respectively, on a 100-point sliding scale (0=not at all
important/certain to 100=extremely important/certain). Religious identity was measured
using a single-item, 9-point Likert-type scale (1=not at all to 9=extremely) asking
participants to what extent they consider themselves religious people.
We measured two different conceptualizations of RF, using the RF Scale1
(Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992) and the TTT subscale of the RSS (Streib, Hood, &
Klein, 2010). The RF Scale asked participants to rate their agreement on a 7-point Likert
scale with statements relating to religious social issues; for instance, “the basic cause of
evil in this world is Satan, who is still constantly and ferociously fighting with God” and
“there is a particular set of religious teachings in this world that are so true, you can’t
1- One of the twelve items of the RF scale was accidentally omitted from the survey, but due to the scale’s
internal consistency we doubt that this affected the study’s results.
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go any ‘deeper’ because they are the basic, bedrock message that God has given
humanity.” The TTT subscale asked participants to rate their agreement on a 5-point
Likert scale with statements like “what the texts and stories of my religion tell me, is
absolutely true and must not be changed.”
We used five different measures of prejudice: the Motivational subscale of the
Cultural Intelligence Scale, Islamophobia Scale, Racial Attitudes Questionnaire,
Bogardus Social Distance Measure, and Emotional Measure of Prejudice.
•

The Motivational subscale of the Cultural Intelligence Scale (Ang et al.,
2007) assesses cultural competence; that is, the degree to which
participants feel proficient at interacting with people from different
cultures. It asked participants to rate their agreement on 5-point Likert
scale with statements like “I enjoy interacting with people from different
cultures.” We can then treat lower levels of Cultural Competence as
higher levels of prejudice.

•

In the Bogardus Social Distance Measure (Bogardus, 1933), participants
were asked to rate their levels of comfort on a 7-point Likert scale (1=not
willing at all to 7=extremely willing) with various levels of social distance
from Muslims; for instance, rating how comfortable they would be having
a Muslim for a neighbor, close friend, or marriage partner.

•

We adapted the Racial Attitudes Questionnaire (RAQ; Stephan et. al,
2002) to assess attitudes towards Muslims. This scale asked participants to
rate their agreement on a 5-point Likert scale with statements relating the
position of Muslims in society to that of Christians. Example items include
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“Muslims have more economic power than they deserve in this country”
and “many companies hire less-qualified Muslims over more-qualified
Christians.”
•

The Emotional Measure of Prejudice (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005) asked
participants to rate on a 7-point Likert scale the degree to which they
experienced certain emotions in response to Muslims (fear, anger, disgust,
etc.).

•

Finally, the Islamophobia Scale asked participants to rate their agreement
on a 5-point Likert scale with various statements related to anti-Muslim
attitudes; for instance, “if I could, I would avoid contact with Muslims” or
“Islam is an evil religion.”

The possible mediating constructs we are interested in are belief rigidity, dualism,
and inviolacy. Belief rigidity was measured using the Altmeyer Dogmatism Scale
(Altmeyer, 2002). Participants were asked to rate their agreement on a 7-point Likert
scale with statements relating to other religious social issues. These statements included
“the things I believe in are so completely true, I could never doubt them” and “my
opinions are right and will stand the test of time.” Dualism and inviolacy were each
measured using 7-point Likert scales asking participants to rate their agreement with
statements relating to human nature and religious group membership. These statements
included “you’re either with the good guys or you’re with the bad guys” and “to believe
a religion’s teaching, the religion must be entirely true.”
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We also measured several other constructs. The survey concluded with
demographic questions concerning gender, religious group affiliation, political ideology,
socio-economic status, and ethnicity.
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RESULTS
Consistent with other data from Maine, Christian participants reported fairly low
levels of religiosity (Collective Self-Esteem Scale M=3.74, SD=1.23 on a scale of 1-7;
see Table 1 for full descriptives and correlations). They also reported low levels of
prejudice (e.g., Islamophobia M=1.47, SD=0.69 on a scale of 1-5) and moderate levels of
RF (e.g., RF Scale M=3.43 and SD=0.88 on a scale of 1-7).
Religiosity was correlated with all but one of our measures of prejudice (r=0.20 to
0.23; see Table 1). It was not correlated with the Emotional Measure of Prejudice
(r=0.07). RF as measured with both the RF Scale and the TTT subscale of the RSS was
strongly correlated with all measures of prejudice including the Emotional Measure
(r=0.19 to 0.42). Both measurements of RF were strongly related to all measures of
religiosity as well (r=0.36 to 0.53).
Regardless of how we measured religiosity, RF, or prejudice (excepting the
Emotional Measure of Prejudice), we observed the same pattern: each variable was
related to the other two, and when statistically controlling for RF in a multiple regression,
the relationship between religiosity and prejudice dropped to nonsignificance (see Table
2). An indicative example uses the CSES, RAQ, and RF Scale, but the pattern was the
same no matter how we measured religiosity, prejudice, or RF. Full statistical outputs can
be found in Appendix C.
The direct effect of religiosity as measured by the CSES on prejudice as measured
by the RAQ had a beta of 0.03 (p=0.47), while the indirect effect through RF as measured
by the RF scale was 0.11 (95% CI bounds of 0.06 and 0.16). In other words, RF mediated
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the relationship between religiosity and prejudice. This relationship is illustrated by
Figure 1.
Similarly, the direct effect of religiosity in terms of religious importance on
prejudice as measured by the Islamophobia scale had a beta of 0.0016 (p=0.43) while the
indirect effect through RF as measured by the TTT subscale of the RSS was 0.0033 (95%
CI bounds of 0.0015 and 0.0055). Again, RF mediated the relationship between
religiosity and prejudice. This relationship is illustrated by Figure 2.
.30***

RF (RF Scale)

Religiosity (CSES)

.35***

Prejudice (RAQ)
.03 (.11*)

Figure 1. Indirect effect of religiosity on prejudice through religious
fundamentalism (CSES, RF Scale, RAQ). (95% CI bounds of 0.06 and 0.16)
Note: *p < .05; **p<.01; ***p < .001

.02***

RF (RSS - TTT)

Religiosity
(importance)

.22***

Prejudice
(Islamophobia)
.02 (.003*)
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Figure 2. Indirect effect of religiosity on prejudice through religious
fundamentalism (religious importance, RSS-TTT, Islamophobia). (95% CI
bounds of 0.0015 and 0.0055)
Note: *p < .05; **p<.01; ***p < .001
We conducted exploratory analyses to investigate the role of specific types of
inflexible thinking in the relationship between RF and prejudice. Using multiple
measures of RF and prejudice, we found that dualism and belief rigidity were more likely
to mediate the RF-prejudice relationship than inviolacy. Dualism mediated the
relationship between RF and prejudice in ten out of ten cases, inviolacy in two out of ten
cases, and belief rigidity in eight out of ten cases (see Table 3). Full statistical outputs can
be found in Appendix C, and an example of the mediational model is shown in Figure 3.
.76***

Dualism

RF (RF Scale)

.23***

Prejudice (Cultural
Competence)
.07 (.17*)

Figure 3. Indirect effect of religious fundamentalism on prejudice through
dualism (RF Scale, Dualism, Cultural Competence). (95% CI bounds of 0.07
and 0.28)
Note: *p < .05; **p<.01; ***p < .001
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DISCUSSION
In this study, we found that regardless of the measures used, Christian religiosity
was only related to prejudice against Muslims through religious fundamentalism. Across
analyses, mediation analyses showed that RF mediated the relationship between
religiosity and prejudice. Our exploratory analyses provide further support for the theory
that the RF-prejudice relationship may be mediated by features of inflexible thinking,
particularly dualism and belief rigidity.
These results provide support for the theory that religiosity is not directly related
to prejudice, but rather indirectly through the mechanism of religious fundamentalism
(Johnson et al., 2011; Johnson, Rowatt, & LaBouff, 2010). Because we used a variety of
different measures, we’ve provided more robust evidence for this model of the theoretical
link. The data suggest that religious identities and beliefs themselves may be unrelated to
prejudice; rather, the culprit is the way in which those identities are held (e.g.,
dogmatically, rigidly).
Although one of our measures of prejudice, the emotional measure, was not
related to religiosity, we think this has more to do with the measure than with the
theoretical model. The emotional measure is very direct, asking participants about
obviously negative emotions like fear, anger, and disgust. This is much less subtle than
our other measures. It takes little critical thinking to reach the conclusion that you are
completing a measure of prejudice, and thus may induce socially desirable responding.
This calls attention to a measurement difficulty often encountered in studies of prejudice
and underscores the importance of developing effective indirect measures for socially
undesirable psychological features.
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The results of our exploratory mediational analyses further suggest that what is
important in predicting prejudice is not the religious part of RF, but the inflexible, rigid
character of that style of belief. This suggests that we may be able to work on breaking
down prejudices with attacks not on religious belief, but rather on inflexible thinking. We
could intervene by teaching new ways to look at the world and consider evidence in
addition to religious belief, rather than instead of it. This method could avoid some of the
social backlash and psychological resistance that would accompany interventions
targeting religious belief.
Our results are confined to the domains of Christian religiosity and prejudice
against Muslims, but the consistent presentation of RF confirmed by Saroglou et al.
(2020) suggests that perhaps these findings could be extended to other kinds of religiosity
and kinds of prejudice in future research (e.g., sexism or homophobia; Laythe, Finkel, &
Kirkpatrick, 2001; Saucier & Cawman, 2004; Hill, Cohen, Terrell, & Nagoshi, 2010;
Rowatt, Shen, LaBouff, & Gonzalez, 2013). It would be beneficial for future studies to
examine whether the current study’s effects can be replicated in a more diverse sample,
and whether they can be applied to different forms of prejudice and religiosity. For
instance, we could survey a nationally representative Christian sample to see whether
these findings hold true for sexism, homophobia, or African-American racism.
The current study is limited by its homogeneous sample of white college students
collected in Maine. Likely because of this sample, we experienced a floor effect for all
measures of prejudice and found ourselves with a very irreligious group of Christians.
Although we’re confident in the direction and significance of the relationships we’ve
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found, these low values make it more difficult to further interpret the data. A replication
of this study with a more diverse sample would help address this limitation.
Conclusion
This study has investigated the relationships between religiosity, RF, and
prejudice. It has also sought to explore possible ways to clarify the conceptualization of
RF and how it may be further broken down. Our results support the theory that RF
mediates the relationship between religiosity and prejudice, as well as providing
preliminary evidence that the pieces of RF most relevant in predicting prejudice have to
do with inflexible thinking rather than religiosity. This means that attempts to reduce
prejudice need not target religious belief itself, but rather the inflexible ways those beliefs
are held.
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APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT FORM
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted by Sally B. Swanson and
Jordan P. LaBouff in the Department of Psychology at the University of Maine. The purpose of
the research is to understand the role of religious identity and group contact. You must be at
least 18 years old to participate. You will receive 1 research credit for your participation in this
study.
What Will You Be Asked to Do?
This survey should take about 30 minutes to complete. If you decide to participate, you will be
asked to answer several questions about yourself, your thoughts, and your beliefs. You will be
asked questions like, "I enjoy interacting with people from different cultures", "When I have to
make a decision, I take care that my plans are acceptable by my religious teachings," and "The
religion I belong to is an important reflection of who I am."
Risks
Except for your time and inconvenience, there are no additional risks to you from participating
in
this study. If you feel uncomfortable while answering questions in the survey, you may opt to
skip any questions you find stressful or uncomfortable and choose not to participate in the
remainder of the survey. You will not need to provide a reason for not answering any questions
and will receive 1 credit hour for your submission of the survey regardless of the content of your
answers. If you exit from the survey, you cannot be awarded credit. Again, you are welcome to
skip any questions without loss of credit and will be awarded credit for submission of the survey.
Benefits
While there are no direct benefits to you, it is hoped the self-reflection required by the
questions
will be valuable and enjoyable. This research may help us better understand religious
intergroup experiences and interactions.
Compensation
You will receive 1 research credit on SONA systems for your submission of this survey (1 credit
per hour). You must reach the finish page of the survey for the system to award you credit.
Confidentiality
This study is anonymous. There will be no records linking you to the data. The raw data from
this survey will be kept on the Qualtrics server during data collection and deleted when data
collection has stopped. De-identified data will be kept on a password-protected computer
indefinitely.
Voluntary
Participation is voluntary. If you choose to take part in this study, you may stop at any time. In
order to earn your credit, you must reach the finishing page of the survey. You may skip any
questions you do not wish to answer.
Contact Information
If you have any questions about this study, please contact Sally Swanson
(sally.swanson@maine.edu). You may also reach the faculty advisor on this study, Jordan
LaBouff (jordan.labouff@maine.edu; 207/581-2826). If you have any questions about your rights
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as a research participant, please contact the Office of Research Compliance, University of
Maine, 207/581-2657 (or e-mail umric@maine.edu).
By clicking Yes below, you indicate that you have read the above information and agree to
participate.
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APPENDIX B: MEASURES

Full measures can be found at:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1YkCuQ-J_BHx9xuId5WxeigvTki91uVn/view?usp=sharing
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APPENDIX C: FULL STATISTICAL OUTPUTS

All outputs can be found in pdf form for download in a zipped folder at:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Wv0Jl9nCRlEgdJJu76qNHhZWZct29MUE/view?usp=s
haring
Variable names were shortened for use with Andrew Hayes’ PROCESS
algorithm, so the full names are listed below with the associated shortened names. A full
descriptives output is available (titled Descriptives.pdf) as well as all 70 mediation
analyses, each listed in the order of independent variable (X), mediating variable (M),
and dependent variable (Y) (e.g., “import, RF_tot, Ispho.pdf” meaning religious
importance as the independent variable, the RF scale as the mediating variable, and
Islamophobia as the dependent variable).
Full length
Religious Identity

ext_rel

Religious Importance

import

Religious Certainty
Collective SelfEsteem Scale
Cultural Competence
Islamophobia
Racial Attitudes
Questionnaire

Full length

Shortened

Bogardus Social
Distance Measure
Emotional Measure of
Prejudice
Religious Schema
Scale – Truth of Texts
and Teachings
Religious
Fundamentalism Scale
Dualism

cert
CSES_tot
CC_tot
Ispho
MAQ_tot
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Shortened
SocD_tot
Emo_tot
RSS_TTT
RF_tot
Dual_tot

Inviolacy

Invi_tot

Belief Rigidity
(Altemeyer
Dogmatism Scale)

DOG_tot

APPENDIX D: IRB APPROVAL
APPLICATION COVER PAGE • KEEP THIS PAGE AS ONE PAGE – DO NOT CHANGE
MARGINS/FONTS!!!!!!!!! • PLEASE SUBMIT THIS PAGE AS WORD DOCUMENT APPLICATION FOR
APPROVAL OF RESEARCH WITH HUMAN SUBJECTS Protection of Human Subjects Review Board,
400 Corbett Hall (Type inside gray areas) PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Sally Swanson EMAIL:
sally.swanson@maine.edu CO-INVESTIGATOR: EMAIL: CO-INVESTIGATOR: EMAIL: FACULTY
SPONSOR: Jordan LaBouff EMAIL: Jordan.labouff@maine.edu (Required if PI is a student): TITLE
OF PROJECT: Religious Self-Concept and Intergroup Contact START DATE: Upon approval PI
DEPARTMENT: Psychology STATUS OF PI: FACULTY/STAFF/GRADUATE/UNDERGRADUATE G
(F,S,G,U) If PI is a student, is this research to be performed: for an honors thesis/senior
thesis/capstone? for a master's thesis? for a doctoral dissertation? for a course project? other
(specify) Independent research Submitting the application indicates the principal investigator’s
agreement to abide by the responsibilities outlined in Section I.E. of the Policies and Procedures
for the Protection of Human Subjects. Faculty Sponsors are responsible for oversight of research
conducted by their students. The Faculty Sponsor ensures that he/she has read the application
and that the conduct of such research will be in accordance with the University of Maine’s
Policies and Procedures for the Protection of Human Subjects of Research. REMINDER: if the
principal investigator is an undergraduate student, the Faculty Sponsor MUST submit the
application to the IRB. Email this cover page and complete application to UMRIC@maine.edu
******************************************************************************
********************* FOR IRB USE ONLY Application # 2020-09-09 Review (F/E): E Expedited
Category: I.I.3.g ACTION TAKEN: Judged Exempt; category Modifications required? Accepted
(date) Approved as submitted. Date of next review: by Degree of Risk: Approved pending
modifications. Date of next review: by Degree of Risk: Minimal Modifications accepted (date):
9/11/2020 Not approved (see attached statement) Judged not research with human subjects
FINAL APPROVAL TO BEGIN 9 Date 10/2018
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